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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

V 

FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 


In 


re 


L 


) 

the Estate of ) 

) 

. RON HUBBARD. ) 

) 

_) 


Case No. 47150 

ORDER DENYING PRO HAC VICE 
APPLICATION OF MICHAEL J. 


FLY!*« 


On March 17, 1983, the court heard and ruled upon 
petitione'r, Ronald DeWolf’s, application for the admission 

HI 

of attorney Michael J. Flynn to appear pro hac vice as peti¬ 
tioner's counsel of record in this case. 

Petitioner DeWolf was represented by his counsel, 

Wilkie Cheong, and respondent, Mary Sue Hubbard, was repre- 

i 

sented by her counsel Barrett S. Litt. Attorney Michael 
J. Flynn also appeared and argued. 

The court ruled and now enters an order as follows: 

(1) The application for the admission pro hac vice of 
attorney Michael J. Flynn to appear as counsel for peti¬ 
tioner is denied. The court finds that Mr. Flynn is disqua¬ 
lified from acting as Mr. DeWolf's counsel in this 
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proceeding because he has a conflict of interest with L. Ron 
Hubbard, his estate, and his heirs (including Mary Sue 
Hubbard), in that Mr. Flynn is representing litigants 
seeking damages from L. Ron Hubbard and Mary Sue Hubbard, 
and in that the purpose of this proceeding is the protection 
of L. Ron Hubbard, his assets, his estate and his heirs. 

The court further finds that petitioner DeWolf cannot waive 
that conflict on behalf of L. Ron Hubbard and his estate and 

v. 

other heirs, and that there has been no waiver of this con¬ 
flict of interest by either L. Ron or Mary Sue Hubbard, or 
the other heirs of L. Ron Hubbard. 

(2) Neither Michael J. Flynn, nor his associates, 
Thomas Hoffman and Thomas Greene, may act as counsel for the 
petitioner in any further proceedings in this case, 
including discovery proceedings, whether in California or 
elsewhere, with the exception as stated in paragraph* 3 
below. 


(3) With respect to those out of state depositions 
which are presently scheduled to proceed and for which com¬ 
missions have been issued prior to March 17, 1983, Mr. Flynn 
may appear as counsel for petitioner to take those deposi¬ 
tions. This limited exception to the court’6 disqualifi¬ 
cation of Mr. Flynn is granted at the request of the 
petitioner on the ground that it had been previously planned 
that Mr. Flynn would take such depositions and that it would 
cause undue hardship on the petitioner to be required to 
arrange different counsel at this late date for those depo¬ 
sitions. 
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(4) While Mr. Flynn or his above-named associates may 
not act as counsel for petitioner, as explained in paragraph 
2 above, he or they may assist petitioner and his counsel in 
the preparation of petitioner's case and may attend deposi¬ 
tions in the capacity of an advisor to the petitioner but 
not as petitioner's attorney. 

The matter was also raised at the hearing of whether or 
not attorney Michael J. Flynn, in being granted access to 
discovery material in this case, is bound by the previously 
entered order of this court sealing disclosure and use of 
discovery obtained in this case. The court orders that 
Mr. Flynn and his associates are bound by that order and 
instructs Mr. Flynn and his associates to comply with it. 
This order was verbally communicated to Mr. Flynn at the 
above-hearing, and he expressed his willingness to follow 
it. 


DATED: ^ ^ ^33 


J. DAVID HEM WIG AN 
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 
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RECEIVED 


March 21, 1983 


Judge David J. Hennigan 
Riverside County Superior Court 
Courthouse Annex, Department 12 
4046 Orange Street 
Riverside, California 92501 


V;.R 2 2 ia63 

SUPERIOR COURT 12 9 

y? 


Re: Order denying Motion for Attorney Michael J. Flynn to appear 

Pro Hac Vice in In re Estate of L. Ron Hubbard , No. 47150 

Dear Judge Hennigan: 

Enclosed please find my proposed order on the above topic. I 
have attempted to reflect the court's decision as it was arti¬ 
culated at the hearing of March 17. A copy of this letter was 
forwarded by hand-delivery to counsel for Petitioner, Wilkie 
Cheong. Mr. Cheong did not feel that the reasons for the order 
should be set forth in it, and I felt that they should. I 
believe that the draft I have provided accurately reflects the 
basis of the court's decision, and I feel that the order should 
reflect this basis, particularly since Petitioner's counsel 
indicated that he was considering filing a petition for a writ of 
prohibition. Mr. Cheong apparently intends to send you a letter 
expressing his view that the order should not state the basis for 
the denial of the motion. 


I have enclosed an additional copy of the order for return to roe 
after you sign it. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Very truly yours, ^ 


Barrett S. Litt 
BSL:ams 

cc: Wilkie Cheong 






